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REMARKS 



In response to Applicant's amendments, the examiner stated: 

The amendment filed 12 9/09 is objected to muter 35 t'.S.C. 132(a) 
because if introduces new mafia into the disclosure. 35 I .S.C 132(3) states 
that no amendment shall introduce neM matter into the disclosure of the 
indention. The added material which is not supported b\ the original 
disclosure is as follows: "eireuitrv to muter the graphical user interface." 

Chums M4 are rejected under 35 U.S.< .112, first paragraph, as 
fasiins to comph with the enablement requirement. The elaintfs) contains 
subject mutter which was not desenbed in the specification m such a \sa\ as 
to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is mosr 
nearly connected, to make and/or use the indention. The "circuitn to 
render the graphical user interface" is not supported b\ the specification. 

Applicant disagrees. "Cirutilr} !o render she graphical user interface" is supported per se 
by the disclosure which calls for; Die system 10 aiso includes a pluruliu of eiieiiis ^0a .*0e 
implemented In terminals or. prelerabh . personal computers. ... dtens itte includes a client 
computet s\stcm .^2 including ... I he requesting diem M)c dispkt} s a summan of the tares and 
results <0 oil the monitor 40 "" A person skilled in this art would understand and recognized in 
Applicant's disclosure that monitor 40 includes circuitn and speeitleall} circuits to render the 
graphical user interlace. 

Apparent!} the examiner contends that computer monitors do tint include "circuitn." 
\ppheam respectful!} requests therefore that the examiner proA ide doeumentar} e\idenec that 
supports the e\aminer"o contention that computer monitors or display do not include circuitn . 

Second!} . the examiner apparent!} argues that to support the written description 
requirement that literal support for comeutional features must he found in the application. 
\ppiieant respectful !\ requests there lore that the examiner pro\ ide authont} for the examiner's 
contention that the written description requirement requires Vpplicanis Lo describe couxeutional. 
well-known leaturcs such as circuitn being part of the described computer monitors. 

The examiner also apparent argues that one skilled in the art of computers would not 
ha\e recognized from \pplieaut"? specification that computer monitors that displa\ graphical 

! Spec. p.4. tines 6. i>!6: p. 5. lines 3-4. 
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user interfaces complin "enutitt\ so render the user interfaces." \ceordingls. the examiner is 
asked to furnish ieaal authotii> for the proposition thai the specdication is noi \wuten to one 
AUIed in the utt and ah->o pros kk written documentation that the Allied person vumld not ha\e 
recvgni/ed Jrom 'Vppiteanf s specification that computer monitoi recited m \pphcant\ 
specification comprises ciicnitr\ 

Moieo\er. \ppUeant also request that the examiner luiuish authoiu> foi the contention 
that ijns vcrhs agieemeni between the specification and the claims is required to support the 
vuitfet) description tequuemuit. 

\pplieant submits iheicfoie that unless the examine! ean furnish the requested authorux 
and documentation to support the rejection, the rejection is improper and should be removed. 

HSC 5 102 

1 lu examiner lejeetcd claims i - N under ^ 1 SO !t»2tb} as being anticipated b\ knk 
ei. i he exa.rn.tner slated: 

Kirl» et »\ i'^H) discloses a eitctutrs. see figure 1 (HI*) capable ot 
rendering a iisei mtei taec\ ( laims directed loan \ppaiattis must be 
distinguished hum tlu puui art m terms uf stiifctint i attic i than junction. 
In ic Daiih 2*3 I 2d 844. W, 120 I SPQ 582 531 (t. CP \ 1*5") 

A claim containing a "leeitahott with icspect to the mantiu m which a 
thinned apparatus is intended to be empkned does ttot ditferuiliaie f!u 
claimed apparatus from a prim ait appaiatiis" d the prtoi at t apparatus 
teaches all the stutctinal limitations of the claim h \ parte Mashaiu. 2 
I SPQ2d 1657 (bd Pal. App & Into. I 

1 h< stdfctmal limitations ol claims l-t4, including "cueiotn to 
render" are disclosed i>v kirk ct al ('578). 

(. iaim i . as pi (.seated, dtstineuis tcs o\ei knk. i aaa 1 is dacCied to a monitoi d^\ ice 
tendering a usei graphical mtetiaee tot a fate utie summais tool I he monitoi de\ see oi claim I 
tenders the tuupSneal tiset inlet Lice which includes "a \ite e\a!uaiiott tesnlt table thai dtsp!a\ s 
late ink* summaries lor f ( ues in elites ot an itmuai} the laie evaluation asoli table hd\ mg a 
fnsi out ot io\\ - and columns reptesuvtmg fares .aid a second one ot rows and columns 
representing the fate t uk summaries w ah fates eompnsng an oagm. a destination and a camei. 
with each one of the fate^ being t epic seated h\ a coi responding late code m one o( the llist one 
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of the rows and columns, and with a price associated with the tare displayed a second one of the 
first one of the rows and columns." The claimed monitor therefore is structural iy different from 
the features disclosed by Kirk. 

The claim requires a ... fare evaluation result table having a first one of rows and 
columns representing f ares and a second one of rows avid columns representing the fare rule 
summaries with fares comprising an origin, a destination and a carrier, with each one of the fares 
being represented by a corresponding fare code in one of the first one of the rows and columns, 
and w ith a price associated w ith the tare displayed a second one of the first one of the row s and 
columns. To the extent thai Kirk can be properly construed to cover a fare rule summary tool 
Kirk does not teach to display "fares comprising an origin, a destination and a carrier, with each 
one of the fares being represented by a corresponding fare code in one of the first one of the rows 
and columns, and with a price associated with ihe fare . 



The examiner also rejected Claims 28-31 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 

Tanner (WO 03 159590). 

The examiner stated: 



Tanner (590) discloses; 

rendenng a f\ut e\al»atn>n sonif tabic that dtspla\s fare rule 
stiinmjiRs U» hues m shcts of an mnttatw the fate uahutioii table 
having first one of urn 1 * and udnmns ttpmentmu laics and j stcond one 
of tows 'and udnmns ttptesenifts£ tfu fnu i ule summaries with fares 
compi isms tin ongm. a destination and a tai net, w jth each one ot flit tares 
bem£ rejuesenfed h\ a cos lespimdittg fare tode set 1 sgurts S \-B and 4 V-B 
tQBNRUX QBSR1IX) m of the first one ol the inns and columns and vv ith 
a pi ice. set (Sht 2> dssou.tted w ith the Lh e displaced Hi a second i>i ibt f» st 
one ot the rows ant! columns. 

( Linn 2S dueled to a computet -nnplemeuVd method lot p.o\ tdtng a tate tnL sutnmars 
tool a- a usci intcitace include.- the ie.ttuic oj 'rendetir.^ b\ a unnputei on the monitot a laic 
l\ uluahon tesuh table thai -hov\s i.)t(_ mle sumtnanes In; tat<_s m slices of an iimei.it} t(K iaie 
evaluation usuit table funuiii a lust one oj u-ws and u- urn is uptisemtng lates and a .-econd 
one oj tows and eolumiH tepte-enttng the laic tttic satv.n uses with iaies Lumpu-nu.' an oij c 'ju, a 
destination and a cauia, with e icii on*, oi the late.- betny icpresented o\ a ton*, spending late 
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code in one of the first one of the rows and columns, and will? a price associated with the fore 
displayed a second one of the first one of the rows and columns. 

Tanner does not teach "rendering by a computer ...fare rule summaries for fares in slices 
of an itinerary, the ... tabic having a first one of rows and columns representing fares and a 
second one of rows and columns representing the fare rule summaries with fares comprising an 
origin, a destination and a carrier, with each one of the fares ... represented by a corresponding 
fare code . . . and with a price associated with the tare displayed a second one of the first one of 
the rows and columns." 



FiG 4A 



FIG. 4 A 



\ppl«can» Ro<mu IKauhttu Attorney's Docket No.: 09765-001200.! 

Sena! No d'lS 12.224 
t liod M.iich 1*5 ^Onl 



Figs. 4A-B and 8A-B of Fanner are reproduced above. In addition to not actually 
depicting what is claimed in claim 28 runner also does not describe what is claimed in claim 2H. 
For example. Tanner describes: ''Figure 8 illustrates a separate contract management system that 
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allows an agent or wholesaler to maintain their specific net fare airline contracts and their 
attendant restrictions and conditions." No mention is made of any feature of claim 28. Similarly 
Tanner describes: ! The system lists specific rules for each selected flight as shown in Figure 4." 
However, what is missing in Tanner is the feature of the fare, as now claimed, "fares comprising 
an origin, a destination and a carrier." in particular fanner does not suggest the combination of 
"'fares comprising an origin, a destination and a carrier, with each one of the fares being 
represented by a corresponding tare code in one of the first one of the rows and columns, and 
with a price associated with the fare displayed a second one of the first one of the rows and 
columns." Accordingly Claims 2K-3 1 are allowable over Tanner. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 he examiner kinrth indicated that Claims 32-35 would be allowable if rewritten to 
u\ereome the rejeetumts) under 35 f '.S.C. 102 and to include all of the limitations oi the base 
claim and am intervening claims as thc\ contain the language of the claims indicated allowable 
b> the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. The examiner a ho indicated that Claims 15- 
27, 36-39 were allowable. 

Applicant believes that in view of the above that all of the claims are allowable. 

The examiner furnished the following statement of reasons for the indication of allowable 
subject matter; 

As per (Maims IS and 3«>. 

As per Decision b> the Board of Patent Appeals ami Iniej fereiiees 4i t 
(HO 4 *, the prior art <tf record does riot disclose or fauh teach: "evaluating 
the retrieved funs against the retrieved rules and returning a Mains, 
corresponding to pa*.*., fail or defer." 

As per Chiim 19. 

Vs per Decision bj the Board ol Patent \ppeals and Interference 4i i 
f>IU9. the prior art of record doe*- not disclose or fatrtj teach: "populate a 
sum man table ol tares and corresponding evaluations for each Fare rule 
category, each evahiahott having a status." of a fare rules s»tnntar>. 

Applicant dues not neccssanh disagree \\sth these statements but contends that these 
claims may be allowable for other reasons. 
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! lie ice for the Petition foi i \tension of Time is being paid concurrently on the electronic 
filing swem h\ \\a\ of deposit account authorization. Pica.sc apply any other charges or credits 
to deposit ,u count On- 1 050 



Respectfully submitted. 
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